I also add here an important mathematical point. Independently of history, endomorphisms and correspondences are mathematically united today, and have been for quite a while. Today, mathematically, one learns at once the fact that the ring of (equivalence classes of) correspondences is isomorphic to the ring of endomorphisms of the Jacobian (AlbanesePicard) varieties, not to speak of (co)homology rings. Historically, different parties arrived at this unification at different times, with different perspectives and different goals. One has to distinguish at least: 1940, 1941, 1946, 1948; • Thereafter.
The paths and concerns of the above mentioned mathematicians crossed at different times, but are not identical. I am still unable to read the Italians, although when someone (like Kani) tells me what to look for and where, I can check it out to a large and hopefully sufficient extent. As far as I can make out, Castelnuovo links correspondences and endomorphisms without making any fuss about it. Anynow, I don't have, and do not want to go into, a general commitment toward this history and the evolving mathematical viewpoint. As I wrote above, my commitment is simply to provide documentation to substantiate the title. I hope others will do a fuller historical job. * * * In 1999, the Notices of the American Mathematical Society published several articles on André Weil's works (April, June-July, September), especially one by Raynaud on Weil's contributions to algebraic geometry. These were complemented in the April 1999 Notices with an editorial on Weil by the Notices editor in chief Anthony Knapp. Concerning a comment at some Weil talk that proper credit was not given by Weil for some theorem, Knapp quoted Weil's answer: "I am not interested in priorities", and added his own comment: "This was the quintessential Weil. Mathematics to him was a collective enterprise." I object. Knapp created a reality which is askew from documentable facts. In the sense that mathematics progresses by using results of others, Knapp's assertion is tautologically true, and mathematics is a collective enterprise not only to Weil but to every mathematician.
However, there is also another sense. Mathematics is often a lonely business. Public recognition of the better mathematicians is a fact. Mathematicians are made aware early in their career of the need to attribute results properly. Weil transgressed certain standards of attribution several times throughout his life in significant ways. I documented at least one of these ways in my Notices Forum piece on the Shimura-Taniyama conjecture [La95b] . In this piece, I reproduced a letter from Weil to me (3 December 1986), ending with Weil's own peremptory conclusion: "Concerning the controversy which you have found fit to raise, Shimura's letters seem to me to put an end to it, once and for all." A year after Knapp's editorial, Rosen returned to the Shimura-Taniyama conjecture with some comments [Ro00] p. 476, where he did not accept Weil's own conclusion.
The Gazette des Mathématiciens also published a number of comments on Weil's works in 1999, Supplément au Numéro 80. The AMS Notices state editorially that the article [Ra99a] which Raynaud wrote for the Notices is "expanded and translated from" the article [Ra99b] which he wrote for the Gazette. We shall see that neither gave a proper account of Weil's contributions in relation to his predecessors. Unless otherwise specified, the passages I quote from Raynaud occur in both the Notices and Gazette. I quote the English version.
The questionable accounts in the Notices or
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Gazette, the Knapp editorial, and Rosen's comments, prompted me to complement my Notices Forum piece [La95b] by further documentation showing how Weil several times throughout his life did not properly refer to his predecessors, but was "interested in priorities". These constitute significant examples when Weil does not regard mathematics as a "collective enterprise" in the sense that he hides the extent to which he uses previous work, and sets up or pokes fun at some of his predecessors, as we shall now document.
On Hasse and Deuring's work concerning endomorphisms and correspondences
It was Hasse who uncovered the source of proof for the Riemann hypothesis in function fields (Artin's conjecture from his thesis), on curves of genus 1. Hasse dealt with the ring of endomorphisms of such a curve -an elliptic curve. He not only proved the theorem, but he uncovered the relation between characteristic 0 and characteristic p via reduction mod p [Ha34] . After breaking open the whole question as above, Hasse [Ha36] in three Crelle papers developed the theory purely algebraically on elliptic curves in characteristic > 0, independently of reduction mod p. These works were followed by those of Deuring [De37] , [De41a] , [De41b] , who saw the connection with the theory of correspondences, as we shall summarize in greater detail below.
There are two articles and three books of Weil relevant to his continuation of Hasse and Deuring's work and its interrelation with algebraic geometry stemming from Castelnuovo and Severi in the classical case: [We40b] , [We41] where he announces his results, and [We46] , [We48a] , [We48b] where he carries out complete proofs. Of these, only [We41] contains bibliographical references (with the exception of one footnote in [We48a] ) as we shall see below in greater detail.
At the start of his announcement of a proof of the Riemann Hypothesis for function fields of genus > 1 over finite fields [We40b] , Weil writes (my translation):
1 I shall summarize in this Note the solution of the main problems of the theory of algebraic functions over a finite constant field; one knows that this theory has been the object of numerous works, and more specially, during these last years, those of Hasse and his students; as they have glimpsed, the theory of correspondences gives the key to these problems; . . .
There are no bibliographical references in Weil's 1940 paper to accompany the above comment. Weil's books on curves and abelian varieties [We48a] , [We48b] published in the late forties do not mention Hasse's or Deuring's contributions at all. Furthermore, Weil was indeed interested in priorities, as when he wrote at various times that some results of Severi were "rediscovered by Deuring", thereby minimizing his predecessors' discoveries, and misrepresenting the context in which they were made. For example, in his collected papers [We79] , Weil published a 1940 letter of his to Simone Weil [We40a] . He calls this letter a sketch of a history of number theory ("esquisse d'histoire de la théorie des nombres") in the appended comments. At the beginning of this letter, Weil emphasizes its function by repeating twice that it is going to deal with the history of number theory. In that letter, Weil wrote (my translation): 2 . . . it is incredible the extent to which people as distinguished as Hasse and his students, who gave their most serious thoughts to this subject for years, have not only neglected, but deliberately disdained the riemannian direction: it's to the point where they can't read works written in Riemannian (Siegel once poked fun at Hasse who had told him about not being able to reader my paper in the Liouville journal), and that they rediscovered sometimes with considerable pain, in their dialect, important results which were already
1 The original few lines of Weil's paper read: "Je vais résumer dans cette Note la solution des principaux problèmes de la théorie des fonctions algébriques à corps de constantes fini; on sait que celle-ci fait l'objet de nombreux travaux, et plus particulièrement, dans les derniéres années, de ceux de Hasse et de ses élèves; comme ils l'ont entrevu, la théorie des correspondances donne la clef de ces problèmes; mais la théorie algébrique des correspondances, qui est due à Severi, n'y suffit point, et il faut étendre à ces fonctions la théorie transcendante de Hurwitz." See below and footnote 5 for more precise information concerning the contributions of Hasse and Deuring. 2 ". . . il est incroyable à quel point des gens aussi distingués que Hasse et ses élèves, et qui ont fait de ce sujet la matière de leurs plus sérieuses réflexions pendant des années, ont, non seulement négligé, mais dédaigné de parti pris la voie riemannienne: c'est au point qu'ils ne savent plus lire les travaux rédigés en Riemannien (Siegel se moquait un jour de Hasse qui lui avait déclaré être incapable de lire mon mémoire de Liouville), et qu'ils ont retrouvé quelques fois avec beaucoup de peine, en leur dialecte, des résultats importants déja connus, comme ceux de Severi sur l'anneau des correspondances, retrouvés par Deuring. This quote may be "quintessential Weil", but it shows something other than "mathematics to him was a collective enterprise." It is actually a tendentious presentation on several counts, passed off as history. To substantiate:
(a) Hasse and Deuring did not merely "rediscover . . . in their dialect" results already known to Severi. Notably Hasse, who had just written major papers on complex multiplication (1927) (1928) (1929) (1930) (1931) , saw first the connection with the Riemann hypothesis in function fields of genus 1 [Ha34] , and he uncovered the connection between the existing problem of the Riemann hypothesis on elliptic curves and the theory of endomorphisms. Before Hasse, mathematicians had no inkling where a proof would come from. Thus Hasse made a fantastic step forward in connecting the complex theory with the purely algebraic theory in characteristic p, by showing how reduction mod p merges with complex multiplication in the theory of endomorphisms.
4 Readers cannot get an inkling of the origins of such fundamental insights either from Weil's own works or from the accounts of Weil's works in the Notices (1999). Raynaud's account [Ra99a] refers to Hasse in just one sentence: "[The Riemann hypothesis in the case of curves over finite fields] was first proved by Hasse [4] in the case of elliptic curves (g = 1)." There isn't even a reference to Hasse in the
Deuring's published papers deal with the theory of correspondences and endomorphisms algebraically in characteristic > 0 for higher genus as well as genus 1.
5 In a first paper [De37], Deuring not only gives an algebraic version of certain results, but he points to the connection with the transcendental theory citing Hurwitz's work (p. 190). Then Deuring determined the structure of the group of points of finite order for elliptic curves ([De41a], p. 36, submitted in June 1939), and started the l -adic representation of the endomorphisms of the curve on the group of points of l-power order, especially with l = p (the characteristic) for the purpose of determining the structure of this ring [De41a, b] . He also saw that this provided an algebraization of the complex representation.
Raynaud in the Notices and the Gazette does not mention these fundamental contributions when he attributes to Weil the introduction of l-adic representations in algebraic geometry. Of course, Weil went beyond Hasse and Deuring, ultimately giving a complete proof for the higher genus case, and establishing systematically a completely algebraic theory of abelian varieties.
(b) The phrase "not only neglected but deliberately disdained" ("non seulement négligé, mais dédaigné de parti pris") is an example of Weil's tendentious attributions. Artin, Davenport, Hasse, Mordell, Siegel, Weil, had limitations, like all of us, including me. One of Hasse's limitations was that he was not able to read the classical transcendental versions of the theory of abelian functions, as in Poincaré, Castelnuovo, or Weil's paper [We38], and was not able to read the italian geometers as well as Weil; but it was not a question of "disdain" or "neglect".
I don't know how justified Weil is in attributing to Siegel the reaction toward Hasse as Weil describes it. But Siegel and Weil had no reason to ridicule or poke fun at ("se moquait de") Hasse for his limitation in not understanding Weil's transcendental approach to abelian functions. Although Siegel himself understood and handled this type of analysis, Siegel's limitations were evidenced later by his inability to understand much of the mathematics and especially algebraic geometry developed in the fifties and sixties, as partly described in my article concerning Siegel's letter to Mordell [La95a] .
I myself have had my own limitation in that I was not (and still am not) able to read the papers of the Italian algebraic geometers. I needed the algebraic versions by van der Waerden, Chevalley, Zariski and Weil himself to get into the subject. It was not at all the case that I "not only neglected but deliberately disdained" the works of the Italian geometers.
(c) Whatever individual limitations existed, certain previous results of algebraic geometry, some coming from the more algebraic methods of Severi and others from more transcendental methods of Hurwitz and mixed transcendental-algebraic methods of Castelnuovo (see below), needed to be algebraicized completely because they were relevant in this generality for the applications to the Riemann Hypothesis on higher genus curves in characteristic p. In footnote 1 of [We41] , referring to the theory of correspondences in Severi's Trattato, Weil himself makes the point precisely: "It should be observed that Severi's treatment, although undoubtedly containing all the essential elements for the solution of the problems it purports to solve, is meant to cover only the classical case where the field of constants is that of complex numbers, and doubts may be raised as to its applicability to more general cases, especially to characteristic p = 0. A rewriting of the whole theory, covering such cases, is therefore a necessary preliminary to the applications we have in view." This "rewriting" is not a matter of "dialect". Deuring (following Hasse) established the connection between more general algebraic geometry and the main problem of concern to Hasse and to him, showing what direction to take; and he started the process of developing parts of algebraic geometry relevant to this concern in a way sufficient to include characteristic > 0.
On van der Waerden
Van der Waerden's series of papers Zur Algebraischen Geometrie in Math. Ann. (see [vdW83] ) and his book Einführung in die algebraische Geometrie [vdW39] both contributed to providing completely algebraic versions of some results known over the complex numbers, and went beyond. For example, van der Waerden introduced generic points, among other basic and important contributions to algebraic geometry, including the laying of algebraic foundations. These were basic to Weil's book Foundations of Algebraic Geometry [We46] . In [We41] Weil himself refers to them in an appropriate manner, "in the precise sense defined by van der Waerden". Weil reproduces the definition in the accompanying footnote, which refers to van der Waerden's Einführung in die algebraische Geometrie. Weil also references two papers by van der Waerden for some questions of intersection theory, including the definition of intersection numbers and the application to the theory of correspondences. In addition, in the Introduction to Foundations, Weil states very appropriately:
. . . there is no doubt that, in this field [algebraic geometry], the work of consolidation has so long been overdue that the delay is now seriously hampering progress in this and other branches of mathematics. To take only one instance, a personal one, this book has arisen from the necessity of giving a firm basis to Severi's theory of correspondences on algebraic curves, especially in the case of characteristic p = 0 (in which there is no transcendental method to guarantee the correctness of the results obtained by algebraic means), this being required for the solution of a long outstanding problem, the proof of the Riemann hypothesis in function-fields. The need to remedy such defects has been widely felt for some time; and, during the last twenty years, various authors, among whom it will be enough to mention F. Severi, B. L. van der Waerden, and more recently O. Zariski, have made important contributions towards this end. To them the present book owes of course a great deal; . . . As for my debt to my immediate predecessors, it will be obvious to any moderately well informed reader that I have greatly profited from van der Waerden's well-known series of papers 1 , where, among other results, the intersection-product has for the first time been defined (not locally, however, but only under conditions which ensure its existence 'in the large'); from Severi's sketchy but suggestive treatment of the same subject, in his answer to van der Waerden's criticism of the work of the Italian school 2 ; . . .
The notion of specialization, the properties of which are the main subject of Chap. II, and (in a form adapted to our language and purpose) the theorem on the extension of a specialization . significant ways, but it was not a "break" or "rupture".
Raynaud goes on about what he calls the break resp. rupture: "To signal this clearly, the book [Foundations] contains no bibliography." The first part of this statement goes into intent, and is open to different interpretations which we shall leave to the reader. The second part is correct but somewhat misleading because it does not take into account Weil's substantial specific attributions in the Introduction to Foundations. It is in this context that Weil makes the assertion: "Our method of exposition will be dogmatic and unhistorical throughout, formal proofs without references, being given at every step."
On Castelnuovo's work
The situation is very different with respect to Castelnuovo's work. Weil did not regard mathematics as a collective enterprise with Castelnuovo, by leaving out of his references throughout his life the extent to which he used Castelnuovo's ideas concerning the equivalence defect, the characteristic polynomial, and the Jacobian of a curve.
In the brief announcement [We40b] , Weil like Deuring only mentions Hurwitz when he states: ". . . but the algebraic theory of correspondences, which is due to Severi, does not suffice, and it is necessary to extend to these [algebraic] functions the transcendental theory of Hurwitz." There is no mention of Castelnuovo in [We40b] or [We41] .
In my book on abelian varieties, I systematically gave Weil credit for his ability to make the contributions of Severi and Castelnuovo available to the postwar period of algebraic geometry, and to go beyond. In fact, in historical comments concerning Castelnuovo's equivalence defect, I stated that Weil "was the first to recognize that Castelnuovo's theorem on the equivalence defect of correspondences on a curve could be expressed as a theorem on abelian varieties." It turns out that I was wrong. I was taken to task for this erroneous attribution by Kani [Ka84] , see especially p. 27, footnote 12. Indeed, Weil makes only one reference to Castelnuovo in his book on abelian varieties [We48b] , for some of the basic theorems on abelian varieties. Referring to the principle that a rational map of a variety into an abelian variety is always defined at a simple point, and that if both varieties are abelian, then the map is a homomorphism, up to a translation, Weil states in the introduction to the book (my translation):
7 ". . . already Castelnuovo had recognized how to use the latter (3) , although it is not easy to find in his works a formulation or even less a precise justification . . . The proof of Poincaré's theorem from the above principle, which one will find in No. 51 of the present work, is for instance substantially the same as the proof given by Castelnuovo in the classical case, in No. 9 of his memoir." Weil's footnote (3) refers to "the beautiful paper" ("le beau mémoire") [Ca05] , specifying that it is reproduced as No. XXVI in the volume Memorie Scelte (Selected Papers), published in 1937 [Ca37] . In particular, Weil was fully aware of the Memorie Scelte when he made that reference in [We48b] .
Weil's books [We48a] , [We48b] contain no other bibliographical references besides the footnote (3) just mentioned. In [We48a] p. 28, Weil only writes (my translation): "As will be recognized without pain, the present memoir is directly inspired by the works of Castelnuovo and Severi on the same subject."
8 What does "directly inspired" mean? Weil does not refer to any other paper by Castelnuovo, and he omitted far more important and relevant references to at least two other Castelnuovo papers, namely the paper on the "positivity of the trace" [Ca06] , reproduced in Memorie Scelte [Ca37] No. XXVIII, and the paper Sulle funzione abeliane [Ca21] , reproduced in Memorie Scelte No. XXX.
I learned of this second paper and of Castelnuovo's fundamental contributions from Kani [Ka84] . In the complex case, the relation between Castelnuovo's equivalence defect and an intersection number on the Jacobian is clearly established in the paper [Ca21] = [Ca37] No. XXX. Furthermore, Castelnuovo defines the characteristic polynomial of an endomorphism of the Jacobian (determinant of the pfaffian of the complex representation) expressing it as an intersection power pp. 536-537. He thus merges the complex analytic theory and the algebraic intersection theory. He develops systematically the theory of this characteristic polynomial. He thereby shows that the equivalence defect occurs as the penultimate coefficient of the characteristic polynomial, i.e., the trace, as on pp. 536, 538 and 541, and that all these coefficients can be expressed as intersection numbers. Castelnuovo also gives the intersection formulas of the sum of the curve with itself r times and the theta divisor, as well as powers of the theta divisor. See pp. 547-548. In the fifties, I learned such results from Weil's book and lectures on abelian varieties. Weil in his book [We48b] gives Castelnuovo's formalism and generalizes it. Compare [We48b] pp. 73, 74, 132 with Castelnuovo's paper pp. 537-547. But there are no references to this paper in Weil's works which deal with these matters, nor were there in his courses, nor are there in the AMS Notices or Gazette articles by Raynaud. In [Ra99a,b] Raynaud attributes to Weil Castelnuovo's algebraic definition of the characteristic polynomial via intersection theory. Whatever "directly inspired" means, Raynaud did not give a proper account of Weil's contribution to the subject in relation to Castelnuovo's.
At the end of his article [Ra99b] Raynaud states (my translation): "Let us mention that Weil, who was very reserved with respect to the rigor of 'italian geometry', nevertheless attributes to Castelnuovo the discovery of the positivity of the trace, in the theory of correspondences."
9 In [Ra99a], Raynaud states differently: "Castelnuovo had proved this in the complex case." Raynaud does not indicate any specific reference where Weil makes the attribution claimed in [Ra99b] . There is no such attribution in the papers [We40b] , [We41] where a proof of RH for curves over finite fields is first announced, nor in the books [We48a] , [We48b] where a complete proof is given. To my knowledge, Weil made such an attribution only decades later, as a comment in his Collected Papers, Vol. I, (1979) p. 557. There, Weil calls it "one of the most beautiful discoveries of Castelnuovo", and refers to Castelnuovo's Memorie Scelte No. XXVIII, pp. 509-517. In whatever references he does make at different times, Weil gives no evidence of being "reserved" (let alone "very reserved") with respect to the "rigor" of Italian geometry, whether comparing results of Deuring to those of Severi (see footnote 3, "rediscovered rather clumsily"), or mentioning The extent to which Severi himself did not properly credit Castelnuovo in the Trattato remains to be analyzed separately.
To summarize: In the thirties and forties, the main motivation for Hasse, Deuring and Weil was to carry out the program of developing enough algebraic geometry (geometric or transcendental) purely algebraically, and with complete proofs, in order to reach a proof of the Riemann hypothesis for curves of higher genus. What Weil did in the forties was to algebraicize completely Castelnuovo's theory [Ca05] , [Ca06] , [Ca21] , as well as parts of Severi's Trattato, and extend them, following Hasse's and Deuring's fundamental discoveries and works on the subject, as described above. Of course, to carry out this plan was a first rate mathematical achievement. For two decades, Weil was the only one in the world capable of pulling it off, in large part because he was able to read Castelnuovo, Severi and Hurwitz. I have the highest regard for his mathematics. But being a great mathematician is not a license for obscuring and misrepresenting works and original ideas of others who opened up the field, and for poking fun at them.
On Mordell's conjecture
Weil correctly referred to Mordell's conjecture in his thesis [We28] , when he stated that (my translation) 11 ". . . this conjecture, already stated by Mordell (loc. cit. note 4) seems confirmed to some extent by an important result recently proved . . ., and then cites Siegel's theorem on the finiteness of integral points on curves of genus at least 1. Weil made a similar evaluation in Arithmetic on algebraic varieties [We36] , but without reference to Mordell, namely: "On the other hand, Siegel's theorem, for curves of genus > 1, is only the first step in the direction of the following statement: On every curve of genus > 1, there are only finitely many rational points." Subsequently, Weil explicitly denigrated Mordell's contribution. In his Two lectures on number theory, past and present [We74a] , he wrote: "For instance, the so-called Mordell conjecture on Diophantine equations says that a curve of genus at least two with rational coefficients has at most finitely many rational points." Why "so-called"? Weil goes on: "It would be nice if this were so, and I would rather bet for it than against. But it is no more than wishful thinking because there is not a shred of evidence for it, and also none against." In his Collected Papers Vol III, p. 454, he goes one better (my translation):
12
"We are less advanced with respect to 'Mordell's conjecture'. This is a question which an arithmetician can hardly fail to raise; in any case, one sees no serious reason to bet for or against it."
I have several objections to Weil's tendentious evaluation ("quintessential Weil").
First, Weil puts Mordell's conjecture in quotes, as if there was some question about Mordell's famous insight.
Second, concerning a "question which an arithmetician can hardly fail to raise", I would ask when? It is quite a different matter to raise the question in 1921, as did Mordell, or decades later, especially following Mordell's insight. Furthermore, Weil here goes against the evaluations which he himself made in the two papers mentioned above, dating back to 1928 and 1936. Weil at the end of his 1928 thesis even proposed a generalization of Mordell's conjecture as follows (my translation):
13 "The most important problem of the theory is no doubt precisely to know if, among all virtual systems of degree ≤ p − 1 arising from a finite set of generators, there are infinitely many effective ones; if this question has a negative answer, it would follow in particular that on a curve of genus p > 1 there is only a finite number of rational points, whatever be the domain of rationality (for example, Fermat's equation x n + y n = z n , would have only a finite number of solutions for each value of n > 2)." However, when I learned abelian varieties (from Weil's books and his course in Chicago in 1954), I observed that Weil's proposed generalization for effective (p − 1)-cycles on curves was false because the theta divisor could contain an elliptic curve. At the time, I made my general conjecture that a subvariety of an abelian variety is Mordellic if (and only if) it does not contain the translation of a non-trivial abelian subvariety. My conjecture was proved by Faltings three decades later.
14 Third, concerning Weil's statements in 1974 and 1979 that there is no "shred of evidence" or "motif serieux" [serious reason] for Mordell's conjecture, they not only went against his own evaluations in earlier decades, and similar evaluations by others since, 15 but they were made after Manin proved the function field analogue in 1963; after Grauert gave his other proof in 1965; after Parshin gave his other proof in 1968, while indicating that Mordell's conjecture follows from Shafarevich's conjecture (which Shafarevich himself had proved for curves of genus 1); at the same time that Arakelov theory was being developed and that Zarhin was working actively on the net of conjectures in those directions (Shafarevich conjecture, Tate conjecture, isogeny conjecture, etc.); and within four years of Faltings' proof.
On the Shimura-Taniyama conjecture I gave a systematic account of this item in my Notices Forum article [La95b] , which I now urge readers to look at again in the present broader context. Weil's first reaction when Shimura told him the conjecture was to make the comment: "I don't see any reason against it, since one and the other of these sets are denumerable, but I don't see any reason either for this hypothesis." [We79] , Vol. III, p. 450. When others brought out the role of Shimura and Taniyama, Weil started inveighing against conjectures, and kept it up for the next decade. In my article, I quote from a letter where Shimura writes: "For this reason, I think, he [Weil] avoided to say in a straightforward way that I stated the conjecture . . . Of course Weil made a contribution to this subject on his own, but he is not responsible for the result on the zeta functions of modular elliptic curves, nor for the basic idea that such curves will exhaust all elliptic curves over Q." If Weil had started his 1967 paper with a couple of sentences stating that Shimura told him this basic idea, and that the paper was the result of his thinking about the idea, then there would be evidence in this instance for Knapp's purported description of Weil's motivation. As it is, Weil's suppression of Shimura's role in making the conjecture was evidence of something opposite to viewing mathematics as a "collective enterprise". It is unfortunate that the accumulated evidence was not taken into account by some people to follow Weil's own conclusion in his letter to me, already quoted in the introduction: "Concerning the controversy which you have found fit to raise, Shimura's letters seem to me to put an end to it, once and for all."
